Distributive Justice and CEO Compensation * This paper develops a framework for studying individuals' ideas about what constitutes just compensation for chief executive officers (CEOs) and reports estimates of just CEO pay and the principles guiding ideas of justice. The sample consists of students pursuing a Master of Business Administration (MBA) degree in Sweden and the United States. The framework, based on justice theory and making use of Rossi's factorial survey method, enables assessment of ideas of fairness in CEO compensation, including (1) the just CEO compensation, in the eyes of each observer; (2) the principles of microjustice -observers' ideas about "who should get what" based on characteristics of CEOs and their firms; and (3) principles of macrojustice -ideas about the just level and dispersion in compensation across all CEOs. Our estimates yield the following main results: First, there is broad agreement on the median just CEO compensation but substantial inter-individual variation in the principles of microjustice and the other principles of macrojustice. Second, there is remarkable similarity in the distributions of the principles of microjustice and macrojustice across the MBA groups.
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INTRODUCTION
Recent increases in inequality in many countries of the world appear due to the increasing concentration of wealth at the top; and the increasing concentration of wealth at the top is in turn widely attributed to a new phenomenon in economic life, namely, very high-earning salaried workers, in particular, chief executive officers (Atkinson and Piketty 2006; Piketty and Saez 2006; Roine and Waldenström 2006) .
Wealth and inequality awaken justice concerns. Substantial gaps between what people
think is just and what they see around them generate judgments of injustice, setting in motion a train of negative consequences for individual and society (Bok 1993) . Of course, ideas of justice may differ across individuals and across societies and their subgroups. Elites constitute one potentially important segment of the population, not only because of their decisionmaking activities but also because they may share a global common culture. Students pursuing a Master of Business Administration (MBA) degree are a special group of interest. The MBA students of today are the future CEOs, board members, entrepreneurs, and investors. Thus, their ideas about what is fair compensation, their views of the relevant factors in setting CEO compensation, and their tolerance or intolerance of inequality provide an important glimpse into the societal conversation on matters of compensation and inequality in the years to come. Moreover, to the extent that students come from all over the world, variability within university may reflect the diversity of their origins; across universities and countries, commonality may reflect the emerging global common culture while variability may reflect persistent distinctive ideas of justice and tolerance for inequality (Bok 1993; Kelley and Evans 1993; Master 2002; Söderström et al. 2003; Svallfors 1997; Wegener 1991) .
In this paper we focus on CEO compensation as viewed by MBA students at two universities, one in Sweden, the other in the United States, asking three main questions: First, what are MBA students' ideas about fairness in CEO compensation -including not only ideas of the just amounts of pay but also ideas about the just returns to personal and firm characteristics (microjustice) and about the just level and dispersion in CEO pay (macrojustice)? Second, do
The words "justice" and "fairness" and their cognates are used interchangeably. To address these questions, we develop a framework which is based on justice theory and makes use of Rossi's factorial survey method, building on early studies of the justice of earnings (Jasso and Rossi 1977) and of elites (Berk and Rossi 1977; Jasso 1988) . The framework links observers' ideas of justice, principles of microjustice, and principles of macrojustice, enabling estimation of these observer-specific quantities and assessment of the mix of agreements and disagreements across respondents.
The paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we describe the framework and its theoretical and empirical background. The method used in the present study is developed in Section 3. Section 4 reports the results. A short discussion concludes the paper.
JUSTICE JUDGMENTS OF CEO COMPENSATION: THEORETICAL AND EMPIRICAL BACKGROUND
The work reported in this paper builds on and contributes to two research traditions, the first focused on large questions of increasing income inequality and attendant dynamics and the second on fairness concerns. Both converge on executive compensation and elites. The fairness literature suggests that two distinct kinds of principles operate to produce ideas of the just reward: (1) principles of microjustice -ideas about "who should get what" --and (2) principles of macrojustice -ideas about what the overall distribution should look like (Arts et al. 1991; Berger et al. 1972; Brickman et al. 1981; Jasso 1983) . That literature also suggests that ideas of justice are "in the eyes of the beholder" (Walster et al. 1976:4) and thus shaped by the observer's own characteristics, social location, and societal characteristics (Kelley and Evans 1993; Svallfors 1997; Verwiebe and Wegener 2000) . Both literatures highlight the income domain Succinct summary of the larger inequality framework is found in Piketty and Saez 2 (2006) and of the justice framework in Jasso and Wegener (1997) and Jasso (1999 Jasso ( , 2007 .
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(1) (Arts et al. 1991; Atkinson and Piketty 2006; Bok 1993; Jasso and Rossi 1977; Kelley and Evans 1993; Piketty and Saez 2006) . 
Justice
Justice theory identifies four main elements in justice processes. First, individuals and societies form ideas of justice; in the distributive-retributive domain these are ideas about what constitutes the just reward for specified rewardees, who can be self or other. Second, these ideas of justice may be used to help shape actual situations; for example, ideas of the just reward may play a part in salary decisions. Third, individuals judge the justice or injustice of actual situations, generating the justice evaluation; for example, they may judge that one person is overpaid and another underpaid and/or that the pay structure in a firm has unjustly too much inequality. Fourth, the justice evaluations become important determinants of further behaviors, such as lobbying for policies or candidates. This paper is chiefly concerned with ideas of the just reward for CEOs. However, the method used to estimate the just reward is an indirect method that utilizes the justice evaluation function. Accordingly, we provide a brief background not only on the just reward but also on the justice evaluation and their associated functions.
Just Reward Function and the Principles of Microjustice. The just reward is the observer's idea of the just reward for a particular rewardee. It can be expressed as a function of characteristics of the rewardee and the rewardee's situation. This representation of the just reward function is owed to Berger, Zelditch, Anderson, and Cohen (1972) , as shown in Jasso (1983) , and is thus called the BZAC function. Of course, observers may disagree as to which worker/situational characteristics are relevant for just earnings or about the worth of such characteristics. Accordingly, we write a general just reward function:
where C denotes the just reward and X denotes a vector of rewardee and situational
(2)
characteristics. To illustrate, in the earnings realm, C represents just earnings, and the X vector contains both worker characteristics and situational characteristics, such as geographic region and industrial sector; some of the characteristics in the X vector may be salient to some observers and ignored by others.
The parameters of the BZAC just reward function (e.g., intercept and slope coefficients) represent just rates of return -for example, just rate of return to schooling and just rate of return to experience, as well as a just gender multiplier, and so on. Following Brickman et al. (1981) , these quantities, which guide determination of the just reward in the observer's head, are collectively called the principles of microjustice.
Just Reward Distribution and the Principles of Macrojustice. When an observer forms ideas about the just reward for a set of rewardees, these ideas are also guided by distributional considerations, and these considerations are visible in the distribution formed by the set of just rewards. Following Brickman et al. (1981) , parameters of the observer-specific just reward distribution -such as its mean and inequality -are called the principles of macrojustice.
Justice Evaluation Function. The justice evaluation is the observer's assessment that a rewardee (self or other) is fairly or unfairly rewarded and, if unfairly rewarded, whether underrewarded or overrewarded, and to what degree. The justice evaluation, denoted J, arises from the comparison between an actual reward and a just reward. It is usually specified as the logarithm of the ratio of the actual reward, denoted A, to the just reward, denoted, as before, C (Jasso 1978 (Jasso , 1999 (Jasso , 2006 where denotes the signature constant. The sign of is called the framing coefficient, because it embodies the observer's framing of the reward as a good or as a bad (negative for a bad, positive for a good); and the absolute value of is called the expressiveness coefficient, because it transforms the observer's experience of justice into the expression thereof. The log-ratio form For fuller discussion of properties of the justice evaluation function, see Jasso (2007) .
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In the behavioral model in (3), the justice evaluation function appears in its theoretical 4 form, i.e., without an error term. Below it will be transformed into an empirically estimable form, including an error term.
(3)
of the justice evaluation function has many appealing properties, and has been shown to be the only functional form which simultaneously satisfies two important conditions, scale invariance and additivity (Jasso 1990). 3 Note that the justice evaluation serves to link the twin pillars of the justice literature:
ideas of justice and reactions to injustice. Ideas of justice, as seen in equation (2), are one of the two arguments of the justice evaluation function; and reactions to injustice are the consequences of the justice evaluation. Thus, the justice evaluation connects the two foundational themes in the study of justice.
Two-Equation Model. The method we use for estimating the just rewards is based on a design in which each observer judges the justice or injustice of the actual reward associated with each rewardee in a set of rewardees (Jasso and Rossi 1977; Jasso 1990 Jasso , 2007 . Thus, the underlying model is a two-equation model consisting of the justice evaluation function and the just reward function (here written for a single observer):
where the justice evaluation, actual reward, just reward, and reward-relevant characteristics are denoted by lower-case letters, r indexes the rewardee, ð denotes the parameters of the just reward function, and is a classical error distributed independently with zero mean and constant variance (within the respondent-specific equation). 4
As will be described in section 3.2, estimation of the observer-specific justice evaluation equation (the first equation in expression (3)), in which the just rewards are unobserved, yields an estimate of the signature constant , which is then used to calculate the true observer-specific/rewardee-specific just reward . These estimated just rewards become the dependent variable in the observer-specific just reward equation (the second equation in expression (3)), which in turn yields estimates of the observer-specific principles of microjustice. Concomitantly, calculation of the mean and inequality measures in the observer-specific just reward distribution yields estimates of the observer-specific principles of macrojustice.
Justice of CEO Compensation
People make justice judgments about a wide variety of rewardees, including self and others, the latter both known and unknown to them. It is a commonplace -and much expressed in private conversations, letters to the editor of newspapers and periodicals, radio talk shows, and, now, web logs -that this or that athlete is overpaid and this or that actor is underpaid, etc.
CEOs are among the rewardees the justice of whose rewards is much evaluated. Several themes are discernible in public discussion of CEO compensation. First, the levels of CEO compensation are perceived as high; for example, the median CEO compensation in 2001 was $7.1 million, and the distribution is highly positively skewed (Söderström et al. 2003) . Second, compensation differentials -say, between a nurse and a CEO -appear to many to be disproportionate. Third, CEO compensation increased dramatically in the last two decades of the twentieth century -for example, in the United States averaging 9% per year in the period 1980-1998 and outpacing not only compensation increases for rank and file workers but also the pay growth of 3.7% per year among the wealthiest Americans (Hall and Liebman 1998; Piketty and Saez 2006) . Fourth, CEOs appear to have lost the trust of the general population; the prevailing image is that of a CEO negotiating large compensation packages while fraudulently and criminally misrepresenting corporate performance for personal gain (Meyer 2003) . Fifth, the system of corporate governance, in particular the set of checks and balances, has become a focus of criticism. respondents regard as the just pay for "chairman of a large national corporation" and "chairman of a large company," respectively (Jasso 2007) . However, these data do not lend themselves to estimating just pay for a broader range of CEOs -such as CEOs of small firms or multinational corporations. Moreover, they do not permit nuanced judgments that take into account personal characteristics of the CEO such as age or gender or other firm characteristics such as industrythat is, they do not permit estimation of just reward functions and the principles of microjustice.
Accordingly, we use the factorial-survey justice design developed by Jasso and Rossi (1977) in order to achieve greater specificity. We specify a just compensation function that parallels the actual compensation functions discussed in the literature. The just compensation function includes characteristics of CEOs and of their firms which figure in both the actual compensation literature and in justice discussions, such characteristics as the age, gender, schooling, and experience of the CEO and the size and location of the firm (Baker and Hall 2004; Boxman et al. 1991; Conyon and Murphy 2000; Meyersson 1994; Murphy 1999; O'Reilly and O'Neill 2003; Rosen 1992) . In the first application of the framework developed in this paper, we focus on CEOs newly hired as a CEO. 
MBA Students and the Justice of CEO Compensation
MBA students occupy a crossroads in the justice and CEO landscape. Like their fellows from high school and in common with the broader population, they judge the justice of CEO compensation. But unlike the broader population, they may have aspirations to become a CEO or take on other positions within the corporate world. And they have taken a significant step in the direction of casting their lot with business. Discerning their ideas of justice about CEO compensation provides a glimpse into the mindset of future entrepreneurs, CEOs, and board members. Note that to the extent that MBA students are drawn from around the world, they represent an international elite and thus their views may reflect both their national origins and their common global culture.
METHOD: FACTORIAL SURVEY ANALYSIS AND JUSTICE JUDGMENTS OF CEO COMPENSATION
To learn what MBA students regard as just compensation for CEOs and to estimate the justice principles guiding their judgments, we use Rossi's factorial survey method (Rossi 1979; Rossi and Anderson 1982; Rossi and Berk 1985; Jasso 2006) , which has proved especially useful in studies of distributive justice, making it possible to obtain justice judgments about large sets of richly described fictitious rewardees (Berk and Rossi 1977; Jasso and Rossi 1977; Jasso 2007 ).
The general factorial survey method provides several avenues for obtaining respondents' ideas of the just reward, including a direct method and (two versions of) an indirect method (Jasso 2007 ).
The research reported here used the one-reward-per-rewardee version of the indirect method, in which a hypothetical actual reward is randomly attached to each rewardee, and respondents assess the fairness or unfairness of the actual rewards. The indirect method yields estimates of the just reward that are uncontaminated by socialization, rhetorical, political-correctness, or other disclosure mechanisms.
Briefly, we presented to respondents a set of 40 hypothetical CEOs, described in terms of own and firm characteristics, including a random compensation amount, and we asked the respondents to rate the justice or relative injustice of the hypothetical earnings. We used the obtained justice evaluations to estimate for each respondent the amount he or she thinks just for each of the hypothetical CEOs (the method involves a two-step procedure, described below).
Next we used the estimated just compensation amounts to estimate for each respondent the principles of microjustice and macrojustice guiding his/her judgments.
Data Collection in the Factorial Survey Analysis of CEO Compensation
The design of the data collection has three main ingredients: a sample of respondents, a population of hypothetical CEOs (the "vignettes") from which random samples are drawn and randomly assigned to respondents, and a rating task.
Vignette Samples
Vignette Characteristics. The vignettes include CEO and firm characteristics, plus a hypothetical amount of total direct compensation proposed for the CEO's first year as CEO of this firm. Total direct compensation consists of base salary, bonus, restricted stock and longterm incentives --everything except stock option grants. MBA students would be familiar with these components of executive compensation.
Levels/values of vignette characteristics. Table 1 companies ranged from $ 82,000 to $ 230,554,000 (www.forbes.com).
- Table 1 about hereFirm headquarters is specified as being in one of three locations --the United States, Europe, and Asia. The vignettes describe the CEO's firm as being in one of four major industries -manufacturing, finance and insurance, information, and wholesale trade.
Population of vignettes and drawing vignette samples.
To obtain the random samples of vignettes to present to respondents, we followed these procedures: First, we fully crossed all characteristics except sex. The number of possible vignettes (Cartesian product) is: 11 × 15 × 16 × 3 × 4 × 27 × 27 = 23,094,720. Second, we eliminated logically impossible combinations, following the specifications given in the note to Table 1 ; for example, age and experience as a CEO could not yield a CEO who became a CEO before age 16. Third, we drew two random samples, each of size 20 (called Decks 1 and 2). Fourth, each of the two random samples was used to generate two mirror-image samples with respect to sex, one describing men, the other women (e.g., Deck 1 gives rise to two decks, the all-female Deck 1a and the all-male Deck 1b). Finally, two superdecks of size 40 were constructed by taking the male version of one sample and the female version of the other sample, and vice-versa (e.g., Deck 1a and Deck 2b form one superdeck).
Thus, each respondent received a pack with 40 vignettes. Though the 20 male and 20 female CEOs in each respondent's pack are not mirror images of each other, across all respondents the male and female CEOs are indeed mirror images of each other.
Rating Task
The respondent was asked to rate the justice or injustice of the hypothetical salary randomly attached to each CEO. The rating task used a number-matching technique developed by S. S. Stevens (1975) , which gives respondents maximal freedom to map the subjective justice continuum onto numbers. The number zero is used to represent perfect justice, negative numbers to represent unjust underpayment, and positive numbers to represent unjust overpayment.
The usual protocol for factorial survey studies was followed (Jasso 2006 (Jasso , 2007 . The instructions were read aloud, examples provided, questions answered. The instructions, besides describing the justice evaluation rating task, highlight the randomness of the attached hypothetical actual earnings and, to activate the full real-number line, make explicit mention of fractions and decimals; as well, to preserve independence of the ratings, the instructions say that respondents may change any of their ratings. Facsimiles of the instructions and of a vignette appear in Jasso (2006:412, 415 ).
The rating provided by the respondent for each rewardee is the justice evaluation described above (equation (2)) and produced by a comparison of the actual reward included in the vignette with the respondent's own idea of the just reward for the particular rewardee.
Respondent Samples
We selected two samples of MBA students, one from a Swedish institution, the other institution. In both institutions, we conducted the survey in the largest core course.
Estimating the Just CEO Compensation
As noted, we use the one-reward-per-rewardee version of the indirect method to estimate the amount of compensation that each respondent regards as just for each fictitious CEO. This means that great care must be exercised in the estimation of (5) to guard against omittedvariables bias, which would arise if there is a correlation between the actual rewards and the unobserved just rewards. The steps taken to guard against such error are, first, ensure that the correlation of the actual reward and the reward-relevant characteristics (the CEO and firm characteristics) is zero in the vignette population, and, second, make clear to the respondents that the actual reward is random, stating this explicitly ("Each CEO has been randomly assigned a hypothetical total compensation for the first year.").
(7)
Accordingly, estimation, for each respondent separately, of the empirical justice evaluation function in (5) yields an estimate of the signature constant , from which the framing and expressiveness coefficients are immediately obtained.
Because in the factorial survey the descriptions of the rewardees are designed by the investigator and the actual reward is uncorrelated with the reward-relevant characteristics, the regressor is fixed in the statistical sense and uncorrelated with the error, and, hence, the estimate of the signature constant has the desirable properties of unbiasedness and consistency.
To estimate the true just reward, we re-arrange the terms in the justice evaluation equation in expression (4), obtaining the formula for estimating the true just reward:
where denotes the exponential function. Accordingly, when the justice evaluation equation is combined with the factorial survey design developed by Jasso and Rossi (1977) , the factorial survey justice design provides the actual reward, the justice evaluation is obtained from the respondent, and the signature constant is estimated via statistical estimation of the equation (as shown above), leaving only one unknown -the just reward -which is easily solved for. The just rewards obtained by this method, being nonlinear transformations of an unbiased and consistent estimate --of the signature constant --lose unbiasedness but, by Slutsky's theorem, remain consistent. Thus, estimates obtained by the one-reward-per-rewardee version of the indirect method have the desirable properties that they are free of disclosure bias and that they are consistent but the undesirable property that they are biased. To mitigate bias and achieve the benefits of consistency, sample size is important. Though more research is needed to gauge optimal sample sizes, an initial rule is that vignettes number at least forty.
Estimating the Principles of Microjustice and Macrojustice: Just Reward Functions and Just Reward Distributions
To estimate the respondent-specific just reward functions, we regress, separately for each respondent, the natural logarithm of just CEO compensation (estimated via formula (7)) on the CEO and firm characteristics. The obtained estimates, or transformations thereof, constitute
The three models are labeled as in Johnston and DiNardo (1997:129-130 The observer-specific just rewards form the just reward distribution. To estimate the principles of macrojustice, we calculate, for each respondent-specific distribution, the mean, median, and four measures of inequality.
RESULTS
Preliminaries
Of the 47 respondents in the Swedish study, 45 provided numerical nonconstant ratings,
Factorial survey justice studies since the earliest days have found evidence of 7 "contrarian" individuals, e.g., persons who regard earnings as a bad or time in prison as a goodexemplifying the old adage that one person's meat is another's poison. Deleting contrarians removes one source of variability, producing more conservative homogeneity tests. Accordingly, the data to be analyzed include three subsamples and enable a contrast between male MBA students in Sweden and in the United States and a second contrast between male and female MBA students in Sweden.
Estimates of Just CEO Compensation
Using the procedure described above, we estimated for each respondent the amount of compensation he/she thought just for each of the CEOs. The estimates are arrayed in a just reward matrix. To illustrate, Table 2 reports a portion of the just earnings matrix, showing the just earnings amounts for a quarter of the vignettes, namely ten each from two mirror-image decks. Our focus in this paper is on the rows of the matrix -namely, the respondent-specific just reward distributions to which we return in section 4.4 below. Of course, the rewardee-specific just reward distributions in the columns can also be usefully investigated - Table 2 about here --
Principles of Microjustice
We begin by estimating the respondent-specific just reward equations. For each respondent, the forty logged just earnings amounts are regressed on the CEO and firm characteristics. Next, we carry out the homogeneity tests described in section 3.3, separately within each of the three samples. In all three samples, all three tests reject homogeneity at very high levels of statistical significance (beyond the .0001 level). We conclude that in forming their ideas of just compensation respondents differ in the weights they attach to CEO and firm characteristics.
As a brief illustration, consider the results for the Swedish male sample ( - Table 3 about hereThus, the homogeneity tests yield the first important result: MBA students, even within country and within gender, do not agree with each other on the just bases for CEO compensation.
As will be discussed, this may reflect the students' international origins and/or their independence of mind.
To assess the extent of agreements and disagreements, we examine the respondentspecific equation estimates. For each respondent, we have estimates of twelve coefficients, one intercept, and one value of R-squared. The thirteen parameter estimates satisfy the conditions for unbiasedness. We summarize the results in two ways. First, we present in panel A of Table 4 summary characteristics of all the coefficients plus R-squared. Second, we present graphs of the sample-specific quantile functions associated with several of the measures. The quantile function plots the value of a variable on its cumulative relative frequency, so that it is visually evident what proportion of respondents have values smaller than the plotted values. These plots permit immediate assessment of interrespondent disagreements and of similarity or dissimilarity Such a common Weltanschauung should not be too surprising, given that MBA 8 students the world over have a similar curriculum. Moreover, asked about their major sources of business information, MBA students at both institutions mentioned the same three periodicals:
The Wall Street Journal, The Financial Times, and The Economist. Further, both institutions draw students from all over the world.
In the graph, the upper extreme values are interpolated for the Swedish women and the 9 U.S. men.
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of the distributions across the three samples.
- Table 4 The effect of CEO gender on just compensation is represented by the gender multiplier (Table 4, The plots omit a total of three values (from the graphs but not from the underlying 11 distributions) -one each at the bottom and top in the Swedish male sample, and one at the top in the Swedish female sample.
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The respondent-specific estimates for the just rate of return to schooling (Table 4, panels A and B, Figure 2 , panel B) indicate not only the large individual differences already expected but also somewhat less similarity across the three samples, especially in the bottom half of the distributions. The median just rate of return to schooling is substantially higher among the Swedish men (9.5%) than among the Swedish women and U.S. men (5.5% and 5.3%, respectively). Swedish women also have the bottom third of the distribution with lower just returns than U.S. men. These results echo currents in the compensation literature, including the glory stories of entrepreneurial college dropouts, the view of schooling as a credentialing device, and the notion that schooling may be consumption as well as investment.
10
The parabolas representing operation of experience as a CEO are concave downwards in a majority of each sample (65%, 73%, and 59%, respectively, among Swedish men, Swedish women, and U.S. men). For these subsets, we show the quantile function of the sample-specific distributions of the years of experience at which just compensation peaks (Figure 2 , panel C).
11
Thus, these respondents judge as just a starting compensation for newly-hired CEOs that notices previous experience as a CEO but that peaks at a median experience of 6-9 years.
The firm location variables give rise to six possible orderings. The two orderings in which the United States is thought to provide larger just compensation characterize a plurality of respondents in all three samples, although the two orderings in which Asia has the larger coefficient is a strong contender among the U.S. male sample. Among the two Swedish samples, the two orderings with Asia at the top characterize the fewest number of respondents. These results suggest that in forming ideas of just compensation for CEOs, our respondents take into account the location of the firm headquarters but they disagree concerning which locations make
As suggested by inspection of the graphs and tabulated figures, there is one omitted 12 value at the bottom of the range (among the U.S. men) and several at the top (one among Swedish men, three among Swedish women, and four among U.S. men).
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high earnings more appropriate.
The firm industry variables give rise to 24 possible orderings. All but one of the 24 possible orderings were used by at least one respondent. In each sample, the largest number of respondents associated with a single ordering are 4, 5, and 3 among Swedish men, Swedish women, and U.S. men, respectively.
The estimates for the effect of firm capitalization on just CEO compensation (Table 4, Table 4 reports in panel C summary characteristics for the median and for the four inequality measures calculated on the respondent-specific just reward distributions. The plots for the medians of the respondent-specific just reward distributions (Figure 3) indicate interrespondent similarity over most of the region. Moreover, the three plots are very similar, indicating similarity across the three samples. This pattern differs from the pattern observed in the principles of microjustice of within-sample variability combined with crosssample similarity; here we observe similarity both within and across samples.
Principles of Macrojustice
The graphs of the inequality measures (Table 4) , however, display the same pattern as the principles of microjustice -great variability across respondents, great similarity across samples.
Substantively, respondents regard as fair very high levels of inequality in CEO compensation.
Most of the minimums are quite high -for example, the smallest values of the Gini index among Swedish men and women are .46 and .50, respectively, values higher than in the broader U.S.
income distribution. The means and medians are in the range of .76-.78. At the upper extremes of the distributions, the magnitudes approach unity, the theoretical upper limit of the Gini index.
In the MLD, however, there is some dissimilarity across the three samples, albeit confined to the top half of the distribution. Swedish women appear tolerant of greater inequality (higher MLD).
In sum, the levels of inequality in CEO compensation that respondents regard as just are quite high.
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION
In this paper we developed a framework for studying individuals' ideas about what constitutes just compensation for chief executive officers (CEOs), and we reported the results of the first application of the framework, assessing MBA students' ideas about just CEO pay, focusing on three samples: Swedish men, Swedish women, and U.S. men.
Our main results are: First, we obtained estimates of each respondent's ideas of the just pay for each of 40 fictitious CEOs, of each respondent's just reward equation and the principles of microjustice, and of each respondent's just reward distribution and the principles of macrojustice. These results make it possible to construct characterizations of respondents and CEOs, for example, that one respondent regards as just a return to schooling of 10 percent and another a return to schooling of 20 percent, that one respondent regards as just a Gini of .5 and another a Gini of .982, and so on. Second, within each of the three samples, there is substantial inter-individual variation in the principles of microjustice; that is, in forming ideas of just CEO pay, people differ in the weights they place on CEO and firm characteristics. Third, there is remarkable similarity in the distributions of the principles of microjustice across the three samples. Fourth, within each sample, there is broad agreement on the median just CEO compensation but substantial inter-individual variation in the inequality subset of the principles of macrojustice; that is, people differ in their tolerance for inequality. Fifth, there is remarkable similarity in the distributions of the principles of macrojustice across the three samples.
The estimates of the principles of justice provide an array of useful and suggestive results. For example, the distributions of observer-specific elasticity of just CEO compensation with respect to firm capitalization have medians in the range of .14-.26 -similar to the range of .20-.35 found by Rosen (1992) . Further, the median respondents regard as just an amount of pay for women CEOs that is 84% to 94% that of otherwise identical male CEOs. With respect to variability in just CEO compensation, estimates of the principles of macrojustice indicate that the MBA students regard as just rather high levels of inequality in CEO compensation (e.g., median
Gini index values of .76-.78), possibly dulling the senses to economic inequality in the larger population, where a Gini of .50 would be considered too high by most observers.
The findings of substantial inter-respondent differences on the principles of justice and of remarkable similarity in the distributions of principles of justice across the three samples jointly provide evidence for the existence of a global business culture, but one which, consistent with ideals of risk, innovation, and individualism, and possibly diverse origins, accommodates wide individual differences. Of course, the similarity we found between MBA students in Sweden and the United States may not extend to the general populations of the two countries. It is important to monitor views of CEO pay both inside and outside the business world, for a global business culture at odds with the general population would be a source of political tension both within and between national cultures.
The findings on the effects of CEO gender on ideas of just pay suggest substantial gender attentiveness on the part of MBA students. The factorial survey method makes it possible to retrieve ideas of fairness that respondents might otherwise be reluctant to express.
Whether gender attentiveness among MBA students persists, increases, or diminishes is a question for future research. Recent studies carried out in college samples in the United States (e.g., Jasso and Webster 1999) indicate that gender attentiveness is shifting. While U.S. college students increasingly assign equal just pay to otherwise identical male and female workers, they are not completely blind to gender, for the mechanisms by which they generate ideas of just earnings remain gender-attentive (for example, noticing gender in assigning just base pay or just returns to schooling). It will be important to monitor such shifts among MBA students. The factorial survey design is uniquely suited for this purpose.
There are several important directions for future research. We highlight three.
Methodologically, an important task is to systematically contrast direct and indirect methods for measuring just pay, in order to understand the precise nature of the differences between them, to calibrate results across studies, and to help in research design. A second methodological task, building on Jasso (2006:4003-4007) , is to examine sensitivity of indirect methods to alternate specifications of the justice evaluation function, assessing, for example, families of functions that share major properties with the logarithmic-ratio function.
Substantively, an important question for future research is to document ideas of just CEO pay among the general population as well as among other special target samples, such as workers, union members, regulators, legislators, business school faculty, faculty and students in other disciplines, and CEOs themselves, doing so not only in Sweden and the United States but also in additional countries around the world and repeating such studies periodically. Whether the world as a whole is becoming more similar in its views, whether, alternatively, pockets of the world's population are becoming internally more similar but polarized vis-a-vis each otherthese are vital questions for social, economic, and political development and for the well-being of the world's people. 
